The study used a mixed method, concurrent triangulation research design (Creswell and Plano Clark, 2007), in which data were collected at a national professional meeting of geoscientists via a written survey with qualitative and quantitative components. Research was conducted under an approved Human Subjects Institutional Review Board (HSIRB) protocol.
Data Analysis and Interpretation
All surveys were entered into a spreadsheet for analysis, with the exception of those missing one or more pages of responses. In total 172 individual surveys (97 from 2010, 85 from 2011) were included in the analysis. Respondents were asked to self-identify as a Learner, Instructor, or Industry Professional, and to complete the survey based on this perspective. Ten participants selected more than one perspective (e.g., both Instructor and Learner); these responses were included and analyzed in all selected categories, thus yielding 184 individual perspectives.
Responses to the open-ended items were qualitatively analyzed using a three-step emergent thematic coding procedure (e.g., Creswell and Plano Clark, 2007) . First, the three authors independently reviewed the responses and each generated a list of individual ideas represented by the data grouped within overarching themes. These were compared across authors. Similar themes (broad ideas) and sub-themes (individual ideas) were merged, and disparate themes were discussed until a full consensus was reached. Next, to test the reliability of the coding scheme, the draft scheme was independently applied by each author to the same random sample of 10% of the full data set. Inter-coder agreement was <70%, prompting revision of the coding scheme and further testing with an additional 10% of the data set. Finally, the revised scheme was applied independently by the first and second authors to the full data set. This generated a mean inter-coder agreement of 77%, which was deemed acceptable given the vague nature of many survey responses. The third author acted as adjudicator when discussing discrepancies, all of which were resolved for full agreement by all authors.
Quantitative analyses and statistical tests were performed in SPSS v. 20. First, responses were characterized as agreement, disagreement, or ambivalence (defined as mixed agreement and disagreement) toward each open-ended question. Next, the frequency of responses within individual codes was counted for each open-ended question in order to determine the relative prominence of each idea or theme. Code counts were treated as nominal rank-level data for statistical analysis. Differences in the frequency of codes between the three groups of participants were tested for significance using the Pearson chi-square test of independence (significant if p < 0.05).
The 24 Likert items were treated as ordinal data and analyzed at the level of individual items using non-parametric tests (after Clason & Dormody, 1994) . A one sample Kruskall-Wallace test was used to examine differences between the three groups of participants in the distribution of responses to each item. Where a significant item was found, the Mann-Whitney U-test was used to discern the source of the difference. Pearson chi-square tests of independence were used to ascertain significant differences in the frequency of items ranked as highly important. All tests used a significance value of p < 0.05. Results of the independent qualitative and quantitative analyses were then compared and corroborated, thus allowing us to make more robust conclusions than a single data set would allow (e.g., Creswell and Plano Clark, 2007) . 
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